the one party upholding the views just mentioned, and hence .advocating the strictly aseptic conduct of labour, the other declaring that auto-infection is possible, and that in conducting a labour one must be antiseptic. Yery numerous and in many ?cases elaborate investigations have been undertaken with a view to settling the question. And although the general trend of opinion is rightly, I think, toward the former, i.e., the ?aseptic view of the case, we are far from reaching unanimity on the subject.
In proceeding to a somewhat hurried resume of the literature ?of the subject, I take, as already indicated, Gonner as the real originator of the discussion.
He examined the secretion from the cervix and vagina of 31 healthy, pregnant women. Though finding immense numbers of bacilli and cocci both by microscopic and culture methods, these proved to be non-pathogenic. Hence his conclusion as to the impossibility of auto-infection, and as to the advisability of refraining from prophylactic douching and other active antiseptic precautions.
Very soon afterwards Doderlein (3) , was in the field with ?a series of observations on which he founded an exactly contrary theory, and advocated strict disinfection of the vagina during and before labour.
He examined secretion both from the cavity of the uterus and from the vagina, and while the uterine secretions were uniformly sterile, the vaginal lochia contained various species of organisms, and not infrequently pyogenic streptococci and staphylococci.
In 1892 he returned to the subject (4) . On (27) , in the same year, concluded that in the great majority of cases with a fever-free puerperium the uterus is germ-free; but that it is possible for living saprophytic Organisms to be found there under normal conditions without their products, having any deleterious effects.
Next year (28) the same observers published a series of observations on the vaginal secretion of pregnant women.
They express the opinion that The former were practically free from pathogenic bacteria. The latter were much less so.
Still, in 1900, Franz (29) Finally, perhaps, you will allow me to make a short note on five other cases, which were examined in series with the others described, but which for various reasons developed febrile temperatures, i.e., above 100? F., during the puerperium. In one only was a pyogenic organism discovered, viz., the gonococcus.
In the other four the bacteria present were to all appearances simply the same cocci and bacilli as were so frequently found in the other cases. In one case they grew very profusely, in the others not specially so.
A consideration of these cases, small in number though they are, would seem 
